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Michael Agar suggests in his book Language Shock (1994) that the “concepts of ‘language’ [...] and ‘culture’ have to change” (27). The different concepts create, according to Agar, an insurmountable gap between people of different cultures and make it impossible to understand, and to have a full understanding of, the other. When people do not understand others with a different cultural background this can lead to an us and them feeling between individuals, or between groups of people. Agar sees in the term languaculture, which is a fusion of the words language and culture, the ultimate key towards understanding, not only in terms of people’s own cultural background and identity, but also especially in understanding the background and identity of others. The fact that the Dutch Scientific Council for Government Policies (WRR) wrote a long report on Dutch national identity, multiculturalism and their influence on integration, which also includes language learning and language proficiency, stresses the importance of this issue in a contemporary Western society like the Netherlands. Globalisation has sped up the process of migration and integration and “[i]ndividuals can now build lives – careers, networks, relationships, families – beyond the nation-state containers that once defined personal identity and personal history” (Favell 3). In business settings and multi-cultural societies, communication often crosses cultural and linguistic boundaries and there is more need than ever for a full understanding of the person one is conversing with. In Language Shock Agar pleads in favour of languaculture. Well-constructed arguments why, and suggestions about how, one should learn a new languaculture aim to convince the reader to throw aside the established norm of regarding language and culture as separate concepts. However, in his plea Agar omits the negative repercussions that might derive from learning a new languaculture, instead of learning a language.

1.2 Hypothesis








2. Languaculture in Language Shock






Michael Agar wrote Language Shock, a book incorporating his personal experiences as a linguistic anthropologist linked to the readings of texts on culture and especially language. Agar takes the reader through many of what he considers to be the most influential theories concerning these two topics, in particular that of language. He discusses De Saussure, Chomsky, Mead, Brown and Levinson, Malinowski, Sapir and Whorf, Boas and many others. The critical account of his findings and his recommendations are presented to the reader in a way that is very easily accessible. Personal experiences and anecdotes are used as illustrations for his analyses and interpretations of the texts. However, the apparent ease with which Agar takes the reader through some of the most influential theories in the area of linguistics can allow readers to think too lightly about what he proposes. His often humorous accounts and explanations have severe consequences for the interpretations of the existing literature on the topics of language and culture, as well as the way in which people learn languages and approach cultures. 




“Who knows which is which




This section discusses three different kinds of implications of languaculture that can affect language learners. The definition of languaculture is unclear to the language learner and should be firmly established before the term can be accepted and used. Normative implications, implications that can have a negative effect on the personal cultural identity of the language learner, as a result of using languaculture could involve the over-prioritisation of language over other cultural elements, a hierarchical classification between cultures, an unequal division of the responsibility for integration of the immigrants in the host society, a loss of language which might lead to loss of the associated culture as well. Last but not least, nationalism and ethnocentrism can also be fostered by using languaculture. Practical implications as a result of using the term can affect language learners since the use of classroom education can be questioned, and also the ‘Other’ is more likely to be stereotyped.

3.2 Problems of Definition




It is unclear where the line around culture should be drawn. If languaculture is a term to be used in practice, then a precise definition of ‘a culture’ must be determined, since Agar’s definition can comprise national cultures, regional cultures, local cultures, sub-cultures, gender-cultures, and many more as long as there is a “problem with language” (20). However, he does not define what precisely a ‘problem with language’ is, and neither does he expand his statement by speaking of problems that arise when there is a ‘problem’ between two people who do speak the same language but have different cultural backgrounds. Raymond Williams defines culture as “a description of a particular way of life which expresses certain meanings and values, not only in art and learning, but also in institutions and ordinary behaviour” (qtd in Hall 35). This definition raises the question as to which levels languaculture can apply, since some of these ‘cultures’ have a language of their own, whereas others share one language. Creating a mixture of ‘language’ and ‘culture’ is confusing if the two concepts themselves are already hard to define. For example: the Dutch language is, of course, spoken by (most of) the inhabitants of the Netherlands and, more specifically, by people from subcultures within the Netherlands: Goths, students, modern dancers, co-workers at an office, USTV drama society members, etc. By taking the national language and tying it to subcultures the “recognition and the liberation of the individual” is obstructed (Jenkins 108). This creates the danger of overgeneralisation and the “assignation of national characteristics to the individual that might not be applicable” (Edwards 163). If language is a marker of identity, a factor which allows people to identify their speech partner as a member of the same community or, as Sifakis says, “to correlate to native speakers”, then which level is more important, the subculture or the national culture? (237). People belong to many different collectives with different accents and vocabularies and the national collective is only one piece of the pie that is a person’s identity. In fact, it is most likely that the importance of a particular part, created by the national -, sub- or local culture, is dependent on the situation and similarities shared with ‘the Other’​[1]​. For example, when two people became friends at secondary school and both think fondly of those times, they might occasionally reminisce about the old days. A person who did not attend the same school will not share their knowledge about habits or traditions that were characteristic of that school and, therefore, cannot connect with others on that level. Reminiscing, as well as reaffirming a shared cultural identity through, for example, using rituals are ways of reaffirming one’s membership of a culture (Favell 189). Furthermore, Agar in Language Shock gives examples of an Austrian and a Mexican languaculture, but even if languaculture is tied to a large national culture; the problem of definition remains. For example, Spanish and German, like English, encompass more than one national culture. Consider the case of a person who learns English in the United Kingdom. He or she might then associate the language with certain cultural experiences. However, this would not prevent the ESL-learner from using the language in a different country with English as the native language, such as New Zealand, Australia, The United States, and Canada. There are also many forms of English that are now related to non-native speakers’ cultural identities (Sifakis 238). It then becomes unclear if there is something that can be called the World English Languaculture and who represents it. 
According to Sifakis, there are two major perspectives to approach language acquisition to consider: the norm- or N-bound perspective, “which emphasises matters of regularity, codification and standardness”, and the cross-cultural comprehensibility- or C-bound perspective, which “prioritises the process of cross-cultural comprehensibility between learners as a communicative goal in itself rather than on notions of accuracy and standards” (Sifakis 239). In case of the N-bound perspective, a language learner might decide that he or she wants to have the right cultural codes to ‘correlate’ with the native speakers. However, there are also ESL learners who prioritise “whether their communication is intelligible or comprehensible to their interlocutors” and thus might not feel the need for acquiring culture-specific codes, and rather preferring to learn a variety of the language that Sifakis calls “English as an Intercultural Language” (237). From both the N-bound and C-bound perspective, a languaculture is an incomplete term. The N-bound learner comes across complications arising from the difference between subcultures covered by one language, and from the C-bound perspective it is unclear where the circle around ‘language’ and ‘culture’ should be drawn and whether a language can be representative for non-native speakers with different cultural backgrounds.

3.2.2 Labelling Language
Agar’s use of ‘language’ is unclear. Agar expresses the wish that linguist Ferdinand de Saussure had never “made the distinction between language and speech (37). De Saussure states that ‘langue’ or “language, is a structure, a functioning whole in which the different parts are determined by one another" (De Saussure 9). Language is a system, “the set of rules that label [sentences] grammatical” and speech is “what people do when they’re actually using the language” (Agar 37). Agar argues that De Saussure was wrong to define ‘language’ as a system. This is because Agar believes that language and speech are one and the same and De Saussure’s signifiers or “perceivable sounds” can only be linked to the signified; they can only mean something when their meaning is carried into culture (Agar 40). Besides unclear as to what precisely which culture that would be, this is also quite restrictive since it presents a problem to the language learner when languages, or actually language varieties, share a similar grammatical system or “mental representation” but encompass different cultures (De Saussure 14). The English language, with its many varieties, provides a stumbling block since, when following the languaculture-theory, people who are proficient in British English are not proficient in New Zealand English or Australian English even though “there are very few obvious grammatical differences between [the varieties]” (Trudgill and Hannah 19).

3.2.3. Representative Relations
This section is concerned with questioning the very idea of the representativeness of language for any particular collective altogether. The postmodernist Foucault thought it impossible for any individual to be able to speak the same language as another person. Foucault suggested other ways of thinking about the concept and the use of language besides the “representative model of understanding of dialogue [that] has been assumed within recent arguments” (Bingham 353). “The representational understanding of language” states that “words represent things”; however, Stewart argues that “language is part of World B [which is a person’s inner world] while the rest of reality is part of World A [the world surrounding a person]” (qtd in Bingham 354). A word, or the use of language, is only a representation of what that event or object means to an individual, and he or she might choose a word that may differ in meaning from individual to individual: “language between communicants is conceptualised as a way to reveal who [the individual] is, to reveal how [he or she] thinks and experiences the world. Language as voice serves to clarify [a] standpoint, but it is not the same as [a] standpoint” (Bingham 354). Foucault takes the argument one step further by saying that “representation itself is only another discourse already in operation” (Foucault 228). He says that language, before it becomes representative, is “discursive” (Bingham 356). Thus, the way language is used by a speaker is an acquired skill; it is learned through interacting with others in order to make oneself understood. This means that it is possible to learn how to communicate with any other conversational partner, whether that person belongs to the same collective or not, by using, or finding, signifiers that (eventually) bear the same significance. 




There are also quandaries that do not confuse or cause immediate complications as such, but that, if ignored, could lead to situations in which it is difficult to learn other languages and to learn about other cultures. These problems are normative problems, since they are concerned with the complications that arise from using languaculture that would have undesirable consequences this for language learners. A consequence is undesirable when the language learner’s personal cultural identity is affected by languaculture. These include the prioritisation of language over other cultural markers, which will be discussed in Section 3.2.1; the fostering of a hierarchical classification between cultures which shall be considered in Section 3.2.2; Section 3.2.3 is concerned with the pressure which comes with learning a new language and the role of the host culture; Section 3.2.4 discusses loss of culture in relation to loss of language; and finally, in Section 3,2,5, it is shown how languaculture could foster nationalism and ethnocentrism.

3.2.1 Cutting up Culture
Arguably, in languaculture, language becomes over-prioritised at the cost of other cultural markers. When learning about other cultures, whether this is for the purpose of business conversations, a temporary stay in a foreign country or permanent settlement, Zarate claims that the emphasis lies on “the process of increasing awareness of otherness” (155). Nevertheless, her claim cannot be accepted as true without careful consideration of the process of integration, and how it is experienced by immigrants. However, her claim is relevant for this study, since, by allowing the differences between host culture and immigrants to exist, without judging those differences in a negative way, acceptance might be achieved. This acceptance of the other, and the new situation both members from the different cultural backgrounds are in, is needed to achieve understanding and to communicate in an effective way. Celia Roberts argues that “applying the complex relationship of language and cultural processes to awareness raising in professional settings is not an easy task” (110). One might be tempted to believe that in “multilingual contexts, which are normal in everyday modern urban life” the occurrences of intercultural communication are frequent, people would be more open to influences of other cultures (111). However, this does not appear to be true, and, surprisingly often, quite the opposite happens, or, as Nic Craíth describes the process, “[g]lobalisation makes people close ranks and huddle close together for group comfort” (49). Roberts seems to agree with Nic Craíth when she argues that people tend to feel invaded in their private sphere when a foreigner enters the scene and speakers from the ‘collective-under-attack’ “can draw on a history of shared communicative conventions, and their [...] awareness fuels the conversational engine in relatively straightforward but usually implicit ways” (117). These ‘implicit ways’, to which Roberts refers, increase awareness of a cultural difference between Speaker A and Speaker B are not triggered by language alone. All the cultural aspects that are part of the interaction, such as habits, rituals, food, clothes, body language, music and other elements play an important role in the relationship between speakers. Sociolinguist John Edwards believes that “the possession of a given language is well-nigh essential to the maintenance of group identity” (3). However, he also says that “there exist a multitude of markers of group identity (age, sex, social class, geography, religion, etc.) of which language is but one. And […] it is important not to lose sight of its non-unique status as a marker” (3). If this is indeed the case, this could suggest to language learners that to approach a different culture, or learn a different language, the term languaculture should not be used since it leads to the belief that language, which is part of the culture, is more important than other cultural elements. As evidence for his claim that language is a ‘well-nigh’ necessity for the membership of a cultural collective, Edwards says that “there must exist, at however distant a remove, some links to a real common past” (168) but also that language is just “an outward sign of a group’s particular identity” (23) and is therefore rather a marker of membership than a requirement for membership. One of the negative implications that such a ‘promotion’ of language could have is that this could suggest to the language learner that by the acquisition of the language he or she has come a long way towards being accepted by, and maybe even integrated in that particular collective. However, an example of proof of the contrary is given by anthropologist Eduard Grillo who researched North African immigrants in Lyon by means of participant observation, and who, according to Sarah Delamont, wanted to integrate in the community and “tried hanging around the cafés in Place Guichard and Place Gabriel Peri but [he discovered that]”
non-Arab customers of such cafes are extremely rare and by and large not welcome, or, rather, treated with great reserve… all Europeans are regarded with suspicion… Fluent knowledge of Arabic … is of only marginal help. In fact it can increase suspicion, for who, in France, other than a pied noir, a former colon, knows Arabic? (93)
Here, Grillo’s knowledge of the history of the African immigrants, and the ability to speak the language, did not make him an accepted member of the collective. What this suggests is that language proficiency does not guarantee membership, and signals that language should exist among other elements which together form culture. It can be said that in the “highly complex collection of representations, organised by a code of relationships and values [that together form culture] are a universe of symbols integrated into a specific structure and are made manifest, that is transmitted, by language” (Benveniste 30). In this view language holds a rather special position within culture: that of a transmitter. However, it would not be desirable to put language ahead of other cultural markers since language learners might obtain a distorted view of the significance of language within a culture. 
	
3.2.2 Harmful Hierarchy
Associating languages with specific cultures will aggravate the hierarchical classification of cultures. Speaking a certain (variety of a) language can come with advantages, either within or across national borders. This does not just concern the communicative effect but “fluency in, and comfort with, a high-status, worldwide language which is used by groups who possess economic, social, cultural and political power and status in local and global society” does give the speakers advantages over speakers of languages which are “lower on the social scale” (Morrison 471). However, a statement that Alim has heard “from so many teachers, linguists, and scholars” regarding the ‘glass ceiling’ that can be encountered when speaking a variety of a language – “‘[w]ell, fair or unfair, that is just the way the world works’” – is one he refuses to accept as a the “end point” for the discussion; he thinks it should be the “starting point” (Alim 194). The notion that “concepts of language and power are inherently related and strongly connected to the notion of ‘cultural capital’” was proposed by Bourdieu (Nic Craith 3). This ‘linguistic capital’ “involves a broad range of linguistic abilities as well as orientations which are present in the family and nation-state” (Bourdieu 69). These abilities are involuntarily but naturally acquired growing up in a certain environment. When looking at the hierarchical classifications between different languages, the main difference lies, according to Maier (in press) in their mutual power relationship. It seems unavoidable that if ‘inherently related’ linguistic abilities and characteristics are not sufficient to put the speaker in an advantageous position, the language is ranked as ‘less prestigious’ than the language that is perceived to have certain benefits. One of the consequences of this hierarchical classification between different languages can be that the most advantageous languages gain more speakers. For example, the English language has, unlike any language ever before, “been put to so many different uses so massively by so many people in so many places” (McArthur 30) that its benefits have drawn many countries deeper into Kachru’s concentric circle model of “ the spread of English around the world” (Crystal 60). If speakers from Language A are more empowered - due to “political, juridical, historical, economic, or emotional reasons” - than speakers of Language B, it is likely that the speaker of Language B will adapt (Maier 7). This can happen by learning Language A in addition to their own language, or by adopting Language A at the cost of their own language. There are practical complications that arise from this argument, which shall be discussed in Section 3.3. To conclude, languaculture could lead to the classification of someone’s societal position as a result of the language(s) that he or she speaks, or the absence of benefits conveyed by those language(s). This is disadvantageous to speakers of ‘less prestigious’ languages that feel themselves forced to acquire another language in order to rise up the social scale.
3.2.3 Induced Immigrants 
When immigrants migrate into a new cultural environment, a great deal of pressure will be put on immigrants to adapt to the environment of the host culture and to learn the language. Agar refers to the immigrants as the “guides into the next century”, as the ones who will teach the native population of the country they settle in about other values and points of view (244). The immigrants are the ones who have to learn the new culture, the new language, cope with the loss of a familiar environment, and also carry the responsibility to make their new neighbours understand who has moved in next door. The loss of their familiar environment is often disregarded by the members of the host culture who often feel that if ‘they’ want to live in ‘our’ country then ‘they’ should make the effort to adapt to ‘our’ way of living; there is little consideration for the sacrifices the immigrants had to make. Al-Issa says that “social isolation and loss of social networks that provide both emotional and instrumental supports” may result in stress and culture shock which, in turn, lead to “bad adaptation to the new environment” (4-5). Another major cause for stress is the potential “loss of occupational status where one’s skills and training become redundant and dysfunctional” (4). Immigrants who fulfilled a particular role in their native society would benefit from finding a place in the new society where they can make a contribution and will be accepted as a result. This acceptance will only be successful if the contribution is of use to the host culture, which can stimulate the immigrant feeling ‘useful’ in the new cultural environment. For language learners this means that they will be under pressure to prove that they will be ‘worthy members’ of the collective they want to access. Arguably, immigrants set themselves a goal, something they want to achieve in the host country, and in doing so, they raise their own level of expectations and place themselves under even more stress (Al-Issa 4). This goal can be an economic achievement but also, for example, successful acceptance by the culture they want to access. Anthropologist Delamont’s claim that language is often the key to successful immigration places the focus on the language acquisition of the immigrant. However, Delamont is not alone in this view. Ben-Israel says about immigrants that “of course they have to speak the same language and share certain habits, customs, and beliefs about the ways things are done within the country, and which values are important”​[2]​ (qtd in van Sas 45). Immigrants are not only expected to acquire the language but they also carry the responsibility of the acquisition of the culture as well. It can be argued that since immigrants want to integrate they do indeed carry the responsibility to learn how to ‘fit in’. The Dutch Scientific Council for Government Policies (Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid) has observed this attitude in the Netherlands and states that 
integration has become more of a matter of being loyal to the Netherlands and choosing to be a citizen of this country. In an expanding political and social circle integration is seen as a zero-sum game in which migrants have to choose the Netherlands at the cost of their own country of origin or other loyalties. (WRR 11-12)​[3]​
However, in a report on identity and identification with a host culture (i.e. a national Dutch identity), the council states that “it is better for the psychological stability if a person has multiple identifications” and does not feel pressured to discard their first culture (WRR 47). Therefore, since language learners are under less strain if they can separate language acquisition and proficiency from cultural knowledge, it is desirable to treat these as separate concepts. 

3.2.4 Losing Language; Contravening Culture
The term languaculture implies that the disappearance of a language, possibly as a result of hierarchical division between languages, will also result in the loss of the associated culture. The hierarchical division does indeed encourage speakers of the ‘less prestigious’ languages to move away from their native forms of expression, or, as Bourdieu states in Language and Symbolic Power, “to collaborate in the destruction of their instruments of expression” (49). From a languacultural perspective this would mean that by acquiring a different language, and especially if that language replaces the first language, the identity perception changes as well. This language-shift takes place on two different levels: when speaking of discussions between natives who argue over the different variations within the native language and the importance of certain varieties over others, it is a discussion on a national level, and on an international level a native language is replaced by a voluntarily adopted external language.​[4]​

3.3.4.1 Native vs. Native
National strife between varieties of the language can result in the replacement of regional low prestige accents by standard or high prestige accents. As Bourdieu points out: “the fact that different groups and different classes have different accents, intonations and ways of speaking is a manifestation, at the level of language, of the socially structured character of the habitus​[5]​” (Bourdieu 17). If these groups differ in terms of status, or power, as Maier would suggest, then it is likely that this will have an effect on the use of different language varieties. Eylan’s research has shown that 
when people in England hear a woman speak standard (BBC) English she will be rated more competent, more feminine and more capable of doing a man’s job than the same woman heard speaking with a regional accent such as Liverpudlian or Cockney (qtd in Delamont 196).
The same situation was observed by Labov who studied the tendency of French women to speak in a way which was associated with a higher prestige (Bourdieu 18). This phenomenon is also called “code-switching” and “is seen as a device to affirm participants’ claims to membership and the solidarity of the group” (Woolard 69-70). It is used in “ areas or institutions where the use of additional languages is an (unmarked) necessity” (Rampton 280). At the root of this phenomenon lies the notion of “bad language” which is 
considered dirty and impure. Clean, uncorrupted, pure language is highly valued ideologically. As a general rule in language matters, the past is believed to be pure, and innovation is often suspected of corruption. Purism becomes important during a time of language cultivation and modernization, providing a criterion for the choice of new lexicon. Purism is closely connected with national feeling. (Haugen qtd in Spolsky 3)
The idea of ‘bad language’ then becomes language that differs from the standard variety in a way perceived to be negative way. However, Alim uses the English language as an example when he says: “there is nothing standard about ‘Standard English’. Standard simply means that this is the language variety that those in authority have constructed as the variety to gain access to resources” (Alim 194). Here, Alim suggests that the variety used in a country that is labelled as the ‘standard variety’ is a product created and upheld by ‘those in authority’ in order to be in power. Alim’s claim about standardness should not be assigned to every standard variety of a language, but it is something to be kept in mind when looking into the history of a particular standard variety. The minority culture associated with a ‘bad’ variety of the language can become threatened since language learners are in danger of taking the situational appropriateness of a prestigious language variety to a personal level. In changing their accent in order to sound more ‘competent’, the women from Bourdieu’s research move away from their native languaculture and, in doing so, confirm that their own variety is inferior. It can even be argued that people who change their accent are partially responsible for the negative view of their variety since by adapting their accent, they allow their variety to be continued to be seen as ‘less prestigious’, and maybe even inferior to the standard variety. In languaculture the negative perception of a language variety also affects cultural identity. For example, members of these collectives might feel that, since they should be ashamed of the way they speak, they should also be ashamed of their culture. Consequently, they might abandon rituals and culturally bound practices which, when taken to the extreme, may lead to the disappearance of the culture altogether. 

3.3.4.2 National Language vs. Second Language
When there is a discrepancy between a more beneficial foreign language and a native language, the more beneficial language will be likely to replace the native language. This is “a long and slow process of acquisition” (Bourdieu 51), since not all citizens abruptly cease to speak their native language without reason. This process is often started by the younger generation who yield, “without cynical calculation or consciously experienced constraint, to the changes of material and symbolic profit which the laws of price formation characteristic of a given market objectively offer to the holders of a given linguistic capital” (51). People who do not share this view decelerate the transition process and therefore it might take generations before language use significantly changes. The people who are averse to the shift attempt to preserve the native language. The concept of ‘bad language’, as discussed in the previous section, is upheld by
keeping [the] language[…] pure by excluding foreignisms. [This] became an important management task in Europe in the 17th and 18th centuries, and was the central role of the language academies modelled on the Académie française. The eschewing of foreignisms proclaims linguistic and ethnic purity. (Spolsky 3) 
However, the swiftness with which the changes take place strongly depends on people’s motivation to do so. An equal motivation amongst all the speakers of the native language will foster the transition of the first language. In Malta, where Maltese is spoken by 300,000 citizens (Ethnologue Report for Malta), English is rapidly replacing the Maltese language:
the massive intrusion of English with its real and supposed importance in world trade, diplomacy, science and technology, higher education, tourism and as a ‘passport to a wider cultural world’ beyond the tiny [area of the Maltese state], is a cause for concern. The danger of a descent into permanent diglossia and a loss of very important historical cultural links are real. (Berdichevsky 143) 
Languaculture suggests that through the loss of language, the ethnic solidarity and cultural awareness of that collective will also decrease. Whether this is true or not should be studied separately for each situation where such a conflict exists. In the case of Malta, the national struggle and the popularity of the English language within the country could affect the learners of the Maltese language, who might feel that their knowledge of the language has become superfluous. However, even though Berdichevsky argues that the Maltese are in danger of losing an ‘important historical and cultural link’, case studies should prove whether this also results in a personal feeling of loss of cultural identity. 

3.3.5 Nurturing Nationalism
Nationalism and ethnocentrism are fostered by a languaculture principle resulting in a polarised society. 
According to a recent definition, polarization results from the interaction within group identity and across-group alienation (Esteban & Ray, 1994). While the group members show identification with each other in a polarized society, they feel socially or ideologically separated from the members of other groups. (Esteban and Schneider 133)
Agar aims to ‘break the circles’ that are drawn around language and culture by introducing languaculture. However, using languaculture will not erase the circles but create one large circle around the two concepts. This will make it harder for immigrants to enter a new collective, since, in order to become a member, the same criteria still apply. Not just knowledge of certain cultural elements is desired, but also the language must be spoken in a way that is similar to the other members. In this way, it becomes more obvious who belongs to a collective and who does not, thus leading to polarisation. The polarisation can remain inside national boundaries and concern group cultures of the same nationality, but when the feelings of group superiority are tied to national identity, it can lead to ethnocentrism and nationalism. Ethnocentrism is, according to one of the earliest uses of the term, the “view of things in which one’s own group is the centre of everything, and all others are scaled and rated with reference to it” (Sumner 13). Nationalism involves “intense feelings of loyalty to a perceived sovereign political entity” (Rosenblatt 131). Edwards fervently argues against the idea of an essential link between language and nationalism. Tying culture to language gives more opportunity to use language for nationalist purposes. Edwards cites Smith (1971) when he says “the notion that nations are really language groups and therefore nationalism is a linguistic movement derives from Herder’s influence” (26) ​[6]​. Edwards says that “emphasis upon language follows the growth of nationalistic fervour; it does not create it” (26). Although Edwards denies the leading role of ‘language’ on the way to nationalism, he does confirm the connection between them, and agrees that through this connection the danger of fostering nationalism through using languaculture becomes real. 




Using a languaculture principle not only to approach language and culture, but also as a way of looking at the Other, can have practical implications for the Other as a language learner, an immigrants, and a member of the host culture. These include more stereotyping, which shall be the topic of Section 3.3.1, the position of language acquisition through classroom education in Section 3.3.2, and finally in Section 3.3.3, the importance of language as a requirement for membership across different cultures and collectives will be discussed.

3.3.1 Stressing Stereotypes
When culture and language become the one concept languaculture, stereotyping and overgeneralisation are more likely to occur, and will be more difficult to overcome. Berting and Villain-Gandossie argue that 
[t]he stereotypes are not concepts, but more or less general representations of social phenomena. Those representations are very often tied to linguistic topics (lexemes, or leximatical configurations), or verbalisation which evoke a halo of more or less confused associations or connotations, and the representations are always connected to value judgments. (11) 
Therefore, stereotypes are so deeply rooted in human behavioural patterns and constructed by the mind, that they cannot simply be ‘erased’ from human behaviour and should not be disregarded when speaking of fusing language and culture. Agar underestimates the power of stereotypes which, according to Berting and Villain-Gandossie, “does not result from direct experience of actors but from traditions, transmission, mediation and reinterpretation” (11). As a result of this stereotypes can be deeply anchored in the collective conscience since they can be passed on from generation to generation without intervention and can be “very resistant to experiences which do not fit the pre-established image” (11). Jenkins makes a distinction between ‘nominal’ and ‘virtual’ identification, of which the former is a practical and visible manifestation of identity, and the latter must be seen as an experience where the identification with a group as “we believe that [what] we do” enables us to feel part of that collective (108). Language is part of the nominal identification; since it is, alongside skin colour and name, the first element that is noticed about the Other. These elements are used to categorise the Other to communicate with him or her “the categories […] are social constructions created by humans to bring order and sense to human experience” (Yanow ix). Yanow suggests that people need stereotypes in order to make sense of the world around them. Stereotyping is not a negative act per se, only if it has a disadvantageous effect on the ones who are being stereotyped. If these stereotypes are already formed without having direct contact with the subjects, Agar’s languaculture will reinforce stereotypes; it would become impossible to ever completely overcome a stereotype because every aspect of the other person’s language use, appearance or behaviour, would simply evoke too many stereotypes, or judgments about other parts of his or her character and that would hinder egalitarian and unbiased communication. This would hinder the language learner in such a way that it would become almost impossible to free him- or herself of the associations evoked by, first of all, his or her native background. If language learners want to leave these associations behind, they can choose a particular variety of a language and master this in such a way that their native background cannot be ‘heard’. The emphasis would lie more on adopting a particular variety of a language and aiming to sound much more like a native speaker. This would be most important to people who are native speakers of 
certain languages [which] have become associated with particular religious perspectives and terrorist atrocities. While such implications are of current importance for speakers of languages such as Arabic, the association of violence with languages is hardly original, and minority languages such as Irish and Basque have suffered from such connotations in the past (Nic Craith 2). 
This situation is often the reality and can even prevent speakers of certain languages from having a job with a high social standing. Agar’s languaculture will aggravate stereotyping and language learners should be aware of the negative implications stereotypes might have, therefore languaculture should not be considered too lightly.

3.4.2 Superfluous Schooling




















The interviews were held with 5 British people by one interviewer on the same day. Since the original study was designed to investigate attitudes towards typical Dutch behaviour by British people, the informants were selected on their country of birth: the United Kingdom, and their native language: British English. Furthermore, they all had to be working and residing in the Netherlands. The subjects selected worked at the same organisation in Hilversum and were interviewed in the company’s building. Their age and gender are occasionally mentioned in this Chapter to refer to the correspondents, but these are not important for the analysis. A factor which is occasionally used in the analysis is the number of years the respondent has been living in the Netherlands. When relevant, the number of years is used as an indicator for the experience the respondent has had with the host culture. However, it should be noted that a long stay in a foreign country does not necessarily imply that the person has more cultural knowledge than someone who has been in that country for a significantly shorter amount of time. 
The scientific method used is a variety of the institutional ethnographic interview method as described by DeVault and McCoy. The interviews were held in a semi-structured way. The interviewees were presented with two scenarios, each containing an example of a ‘typical’ Dutch characteristic (Vossenstein 6). The scenarios were carefully constructed after reading Dealing with the Dutch which describes “everyday Dutch behaviour as observed by foreigners encountering locals in work-related environments” (Vossestein 7).
The original research questions were designed in order to study the recognition and acceptance of elements from the Dutch culture and the level of adaptation by British immigrants in the Netherlands. The questions were aimed to find out to how the respondents experienced ‘typical’ Dutch behaviour, and whether they had incorporated ‘Dutchisms’, the use of the language as well as ‘typical’ Dutch behaviour, in their own behaviour. While it is true that this data had been gathered with a somewhat different objective, it was felt that the data continued to be relevant after the objectives of this study had changed, and it was decided that (parts of) the interviews would still be used for the present analysis. 
	The interviews were recorded with a voice recorder, after the subjects had given their permission to do so, and transcribed. The quoted sections were transcribed according to the conventions as described in Interaction and the Standarized Surcey Interview by Houtkoop-Steenstra since in some of the instances the way the language was used was equally important for analysis as the content. These conventions offer this deeper insight into this use of the language and the analysis of the use of the language often proved that the respondent’s speech corresponded with the content of the comments. The rest of the interviews are transcribed in less detail, for example, the exact length of a pause between two words is omitted and the pause is simply indicated with (0). 
	The interviews were conducted by the researcher, who is a female with a native Dutch background. Mellaard cites Oppenheimer when she accounts for the subconscious influencing of subjects during interviews. The effects of this influence is hard to measure, yet they are hard to avoid since,
the interviewer may give an inkling of her own opinion or expectations by her tone of voice, the way in which she reads the questions, or simply by her appearance, dress, and accent. She may unwittingly influence the respondent by pausing expectantly at certain points, by probing with leading questions, and by agreeing with the respondent in an effort to maintain rapport. Her own expectations and her selective understanding and recording of the answers may produce bias. An interviewer may misunderstand or fail to obey instructions; she may show surprise or boredom in tone or emphasis or in other ways unconsciously communicate her own attitudes and her expectations of the respondent’s attitudes. Interviewers differ in age and sex, social background, skin colour, dress, speech, and experience. Interviewers react differently to different respondents and carry out their probes with more or less care. (Oppenheimer qtd in Mellaard 76-7)
These probable influences were considered during both the interviews and the transcriptions. For example, in section 4.3.6 the respondent talks about using language as a mechanism of exclusion, the pauses in his speech, as well as the whispering of the words ‘put down’ could be a sign of his hesitation to express an unfavourable opinion on the Dutch, since he knew the researcher’s nationality was Dutch.

4.2.2 Interview Questions
The first scenario is concerned with Dutch bureaucracy. Vossestein refers to it as a Catch 22 where situations arise “where getting one piece of paper is not possible without the other and vice versa” (Vossestein 114). Furthermore, the Dutch seem to have a tendency towards constant registration and control, and people behind the counter can come across as ‘blunt’ to foreigners (Vossestein 115). The second scenario is concerned with the Dutch disapproval of hierarchy, since
at the heart of Dutch culture lies ‘egalitarianism’, a sense of everyone being equal from a moral point of view. The major condition is low-profile behaviour. If people do indeed occupy a high place in society they should not openly pride themselves on it, while those in more lowly positions have the right to speak up on balance. (Vossestein 33)









The general management has changed a certain rule or a procedure at work. However, some of the employees are not too happy with this decision; they decide to write an open letter to the management openly criticising the decision. 

Each of the subjects was presented with these scenarios and afterwards six questions, which can be found in Appendix B, were asked to find out whether they were appreciative of the new environment provided by the host culture, and whether they had incorporated any changes in their behaviour. 
4.2.3 Secondary Data
The study uses secondary data in addition to the interviews that were held by the researcher. Eurostars and Eurocities “is a rare combination of literary style and scholarly analysis” (back cover). It focuses on the free movement of EU citizens who look for work in a foreign city and whose “old nation-society no longer appears so inevitable as one’s ultimate identity (iix). Favell’s study incorporates a great many accounts of immigrants’ immigration stories and the researcher has focussed in his analysis on various different elements of movement and integration. 
	Great Expatations is an audio-visual project by The Hague National Spirit (THIS) and includes numerous interviews with expats living in the city of The Hague in the Netherlands. This DVD was made for the native Dutch entrepreneurs, i.e. “shopkeepers and other people working in hospitality”, in the Hague as “an incentive to show how people can help making the expats feel more at home”​[7]​ (Colenbrander). 
Both Great Expatations and Eurostars and Eurocities were used as a contextual framework for the discussion of the interactants. The data from the three separate sources will be contrasted in order to establish where they differ from one another, and where they show similarities.

4.2.4 Data Analysis
This study can be regarded as a “broad field study” in which the focus has narrowed during the course of the research (Delamont 45). The transcriptions of the interviews, the accounts in Eurostars and Eurocities, and the DVD Great Expatations were interpreted and sections that concerned ‘language’, ‘culture’, and their relationship, were selected.
The various excepts from the interviews each received a ‘code’ depending on their topic. For example, if one of the subjects had said: “I feel different now I live in a foreign country”, this quote would have received the label ‘identity’, since its topic is identity. Eventually, after some codes were either entered or removed because the sections they labelled were, in the end, not comparable, six different categories were created according to which the excerpts could be classified. In the ‘Culture; not Language” section the focus will be on the role of language as a part of culture. The section entitled ‘Host Culture’ is concerned with the role the host culture plays in the integration process. The ´Identity´ section discusses the perception of identity and its link to language. ‘Subcultures’ focuses on the different levels of identification. ‘Stereotypes’ discusses categorisation as a factor which should not be disregarded the cultural environment changes, and lastly, “Language Exclusion” touches upon the use, and abuse, of language as a mechanism of exclusion. Apart from the fact that this has resulted in a clear overview in the results section, this was also done to match the categories that emerged from Chapter 3 of this thesis.

4.3 Results
The outcome of the interviews, and the close reading of the secondary material will be discussed in this section. This section will consist of six different topic sections in which the opinion of the respondents will be discussed. In these sections the comments will be used to point out how this affects the immigrant as a language learner.


4.3.1 Culture, not Language
The term languaculture suggests that language and culture are always inseparable; that one can never experience one without the other. However, the responses of the subjects show that there are numerous situations to be found where this theory does not apply. A statement that should be explored is Favell’s claim that “it’s not the language that doesn’t make them [i.e. immigrants] feel at home” (147). As suggested in the first part of this study, language is not the only aspect of a new cultural environment that can make one feel uncomfortable and not welcome. Both the secondary data as well as the primary data suggest that behaviour, or ‘the way they do things’ can also function as a mechanism of exclusion (Delamont 8). 
	For example, Favell suggests by quoting French business woman Valérie, who now lives in London and still feels excluded from the ‘British collective’ even though she speaks fluent English, that language proficiency does not grant the speaker right of access to the culture.
There is this difference in the culture of dating – which is flagrant. The one-night stands and all that are not for me. Here they do it all the time. It’s part of the way people think. The few English I’ve met in bars are very ‘fast’ in coming forward. It’s not my style. So that’s maybe why I don’t make contact. And with girls. I don’t like the fact they drink so much. I have a hard time accepting drunkenness. […] I find all the drinking a sad part of the culture. My best friend is more integrated because she drinks. I don’t drink. I don’t smoke either. There was a TV program, a sit com, in which the foreign girl didn’t smoke, so she didn’t integrate. Because everything happened in the cigarette pause, or the drinks pause. I think for me it’s the same. I’m quite boring. (Favell 184)
Here it is clearly the culture, and not the language, that ‘does not make her feel at home’. Especially with the English language it becomes clear that culture incorporates much more than just language. There are many speakers of ESL and EFL whose language proficiency can reach a near-native level, and yet, as the example of this subject shows, they can still lack the sense of cultural belonging. 
	The views represented in Favell’s work are also reflected in Colenbrander’s Great Expatations. An Israeli woman says about living in the Netherlands: “if you want to come here and do as the Dutch do, you can make the effort of learning the language and sometimes the effort is appreciated, but I doubt that it would make a real difference to the way you integrate”. The woman clearly thinks that language should not be over-prioritised by people immigrating to the Netherlands. 
	In the interviews held by the researcher some subjects went even further than the views reflected by Favell and Colenbrander. The respondents from the interviews were able to directly separate their linguistic competence from their cultural competence. Respondent 4 says: 
the English department was seen as quite arrogant since we didn’t really mingle with the other departments. (1) Most of us didn’t speak Dutch, but I don’t believe that was the issue. (1) Now I even dream in Dutch, and still (1.5) I don’t know, I never (2) No, I’ve never really felt Dutch. 
His opinion is corroborated by Respondent 5 who says that “the Dutch think they are open. (1) But it’s much harder to break into the little circles here. And, I don’t think it has- has anything to do with the language, because I speak very good Dutch now”. Both respondents agree that their ability to speak Dutch has not resulted in ‘becoming’ Dutch. Respondent 4 has resigned himself to the situation that
on a personal level there is a hu::ge cultural difference [between the Dutch and the British]. They are nothing alike and even-, even now I speak good Dutch (2.0) well, (1.0) well enough anyway, there are still parts of that culture (1.3) which I will never fully experience.
	It would be interesting to find out which cultural parts the immigrant still feels excluded from after acquiring the language and whether this feeling is shared by more immigrants. Nonetheless, these quotations show that the immigrants are able to see language and culture as two separate concepts. Both the primary and the secondary data suggest that full competence of language does not imply, or will lead to cultural competence. To ‘feel part of’ the new cultural environment requires a change that goes much deeper than a change of address, this is also related to the feeling of identity and identification.

4.3.2 Identity
Identity and identity construction are greatly affected by the cultural environment a person is brought up in and do not suddenly change when people are taken out of their home environment, as the subjects show. The subjects who had moved out of their ‘comfort zone’ experienced the absence of their familiar environment, and some described their experiences as that they had lost an important part of their identity. Favell argues that the main factor which keeps people living in the place they are born, is ‘culture’. Culture can function as an explanation when people do things “that don’t seem to boil down to self-interest and ‘rational’ economic-style calculations” (Favell 25). Culture, according to Favell, is the blend of: customs, habits, know-how, ways of doing things, of being one of ‘us’ rather than being one of ‘them’, and language, of course, the primary means of communication. His view seems to be shared by the respondents of the interviews held by the researcher. The experiences suggest that native culture is an important determiner for identity perception, and the loss of the familiar environment bestows a sense of not-belonging on the immigrants.
From a cultural point of view, the puzzle of free movement is no real puzzle at all. This is the argument essentially that ‘people don’t move… because they don’t move’. People, on the whole, they stay, prefer to stay where they belong- where they come from, immersed in their home culture - rather than confused and excluded in the midst of strangers. (Favell 25)
When people move away from the home culture this can also have an effect on the way immigrants are perceived by the people they have left behind. By living abroad and learning (about) new cultures emigrants can become further removed from the native culture than they would like. Spanish Susana says about her friends’ and family’s attitude when she returns:
it’s OK, they welcome you home, but they do not wish to listen to your stories about the UK or the Netherlands. Sometimes I have even felt … [pauses] … that it’s, ‘what does she think that because she is living abroad she thinks she is better than us?’ You think different now of the people in your own country. (210)
This statement points out than even though Susana is born Spanish, speaks the language, and thoroughly knows the culture, she feels like she has moved away from the members of her national native collective. 
	Favell quotes another emigrant who feels that he has moved further away from his native Irish culture since he has been living in the Netherlands.
I consider myself not to fit in [here, in the Netherlands]. I have the same thing back in Ireland I feel no different to how I feel here. The only thing is that I kind of fit in more over there. They don’t notice. They think because my accent is kind of like theirs, that I know what they are talking about. But I’m lost in their conversations as well. (9-10)
This quotation shows that this emigrant is caught between two cultures; he feels part of neither of his two environments. Even though people back in Ireland might think he belongs to their collective; because his accent marks him a member of that collective, he does not feel part of that collective. This can also be seen by the use of the third-person plural personal pronoun ‘they’ which he uses to refer to the Irish, and which signals that he does not consider himself to be a member of that collective. He is mistakenly classified as such since he has the language, but he lacks the sense of cultural belonging. However, Favell stresses that this feeling of loss of familiarity does not have to be a negative experience. For example he quotes a French designer living in London when she says “I feel French in England and English in France. I love that. Being abroad, being a stranger, being different” (9). Furthermore, the Irishman is quoted when saying that “I’ve never had any problems with being a foreigner. I enjoy being a [..] professional foreigner” (Favell 9).
The respondents from the interviews held by the researcher seemed to share Favell’s view that estrangement from the native culture does occur, but also that feeling excluded ‘in the midst of strangers’ is not always reason to feel “all at sea” (Respondent 5). Most subjects do not mind not identifying themselves with either of the nationalities they are familiar with, or as Respondent 4 phrases it:
I am very English in the way I behave (2) but in my head I am not. (3) So what does that make me? European? I don’t know. (2) I couldn’t tell you what, to me, it means to be English now, (0.5) because I don’t want to be English anymore. (1) I am happy with this mixture of both (.) it’s an eye-opener. 
However, at the same time a sense of identification to a particular identity is occasionally wished for; “I belong, but I don’t belong either (2) It feels like I don’t have an identity anymore. (1.5) I don’t really identify myself with either or” (Respondent 2). 
	This section showed that the identity given by the native culture is a “primary identity” which, in this case, cannot be replaced by a “secondary identity”(Jenkins 14). However, both the primary and secondary data show that it is important for language learners to realise that, the acquisition of a second language and a second culture might lead to estrangement from the ‘safe’ culture of home, regardless of what the marker ‘language tells ‘the others’. However, this does not mean that the new culture will eventually bestow the same sense of belonging upon the language learner. People measure themselves to the world surrounding them, whether they can identify themselves with their environment or not (Yanow ix). The next section will explore the role of the host culture in this process.

4.3.3 Host culture
When an immigrant wishes to live in the new host society the success and level of integration depends on the efforts made by both the immigrants and the members of the national host culture. That the presence of the host culture is very important is indicated by Favell when he states that “the nation-state-society has to find ways of distinguishing, discriminating against, and sidelining non-member: it is the most fundamental mechanism of nation-building, a sine qua non of nationhood” (138). One considerable correspondence between the primary data and the secondary data is that they both suggest that the host culture’s gatekeepers can decide whether foreigners are allowed to fulfil a place within the society.
Absence of a distinct national host culture facilitates the “freemovers’” settlement in the host country (Favell ix). This is illustrated by an example in Eurostars and Eurocities concerning the Belgian city of Brussels. “In Brussels, nationalizing and renationalizing processes are weak. This multinational, multicultural, and multileveled political curiosity is in fact [an] exception” (138). Therefore it is easier for ‘freemovers’ to live there without needing to conform to the national or regional rules. If absence of a pronounced national culture leads to “more space to create your own life” it is proof that it becomes easier to feel accepted if the requirements to follow the conventions established by the host culture are low (138). 
However, not all foreign cultures, or places, have such low requirements as Favell observed in Brussels. Often the host culture expects a sufficient amount of effort of the immigrants in order to integrate. ‘They’ have to adapt, ‘they’ have to learn the language, and ‘they’ want to come here and live in ‘our’ country (WRR 41). These sentences are frequently used by people from the host culture when it comes to foreigners living in their country. Favell quotes Saskia, an expat living in London. 
Being a migrant is not as easy as it sounds. I always wonder when people say, ‘Oh these foreigners who come for our money and that.’ I always think it’s because they have never travelled. [..] But it’s not easy, it’s very tiring, and very depressing and very challenging. Sometimes I really envy people. You know locals and that. They don’t have to worry about things that seem very natural to them. (Favell 211) 
She indicates that the host culture does not give enough recognition for the consequences of the process of integration for the immigrants. 
Favell suggests that the efforts of learning to speak the language can be an important step in breaching the gap between the immigrant and the host culture. This is important since 
the language learning process – which may be a necessary if not sufficient part of successfully integrating – is in fact largely controlled by the attitude of the host speakers; by those who command any interaction, towards those who are trying to follow it. They can make it welcoming and accessible; or they can withdraw, and make it purposely difficult. And even having the language in your grasp does not remove the fact that you are still an audibly obvious foreigner. (Favell 143-144)
Getting acquainted with the host culture starts, according to Favell, with 
trying to take on board some of their distinctive habits: milk with bread and cheese for lunch; abusing pedestrians who get in your way in the cycle lane; joining clubs with strange mottos or initiation rites. (Favell 4)
This form of making effort can all be done without learning the native language. Favell says that even though the language is important, and can improve the relations between the immigrant and the host culture, it might not mean that the host culture will accept the immigrant as ‘being one of them’. However, if one wants to ‘properly integrate’ it becomes about “getting to live with the [host culture’s] norms; getting in synch with the rhythm of the nation” (136).
	The interviews held by the researcher showed that there are immigrants who do not feel the need to learn the language of the host culture. Respondent 5 has been living in the Netherlands for over 25 years and works in an English department, he says about the integration process of his colleagues:
I thi:nk (1.0) that the people in the English department are generally quite isolated. Because so many people haven’t been here that long, (.) or are just lazy, and they don’t speak very good Dutch. So, they tend to mix more with others in the department. Whether, (1.5) I believe, (1.5) that in the rest of the company the contacts are more cross, (1) all around. (2) You could put it down to an English characteristic. Or, well (1) that English is such a lingua franca in the world (.) that many people find it unnecessary to learn an additional language. Most of the people that work here live in Amsterdam and they don’t really need to speak Dutch (.) and the Dutch like to speak English, (1) they really want to. 
Here, the ‘us’ and ‘them’ concept as the WRR, and Favell suggest is clearly visible since the workers at the English department are ‘quite isolated’. Respondent 5 does say that an English speaking immigrant in the Netherlands does not necessarily need the language to live somewhere. It is the immigrants own responsibility to become a language learner, and Respondent 5 also gives a reason to learn the language that is not directly concerned with the communicative effect:
when you think of all the situations where that doesn’t apply [that the Dutch want to speak English], (1.5) for example (.) if you go to a party where almost everyone is Dutch, do you expect them to speak English? Or joining in a conversation that is awful! (1) But, it’s easy to be lazy. 
His agitation shows when he says that he considers it to be ‘awful’ to impose his English language on the Dutch participants in the conversation as a result of his inability to speak Dutch. As a foreigner, speaking the host language is a sign of respect for the people in whose country you reside. Especially, speakers of English, the global ‘lingua franca’, who have the advantage that most people understand them, show by making the effort of learning a different language that they are not ‘too good’ to learn a language which, globally, comes with fewer advantages. Language learning then becomes just as much about showing good intentions as it is about achieving the communicative effect. 
Favell’s data showed that, according to the immigrants, the host culture does not really understand the position the immigrants are in. Both Favell’s data and the researcher’s data suggest that most of the immigrants felt that they were not part of the host culture, but this was not a negative experience per se. When language learners intend to integrate in the host society, and want to take on ‘the distinctive habits’, they also become ‘cultural learners’ and aim to learn ‘their ways’ in means of language, rituals, habits, and ways of interacting, but unless the host cultures fully accepts them as members, the immigrants will remain outsiders. However, when languaculture is set as a requirement for successful integration, there is danger of over-emphasising the effort that should made by the learner, and disregarding the responsibility of the host culture to accept the immigrants into their collective. However, acceptance can only be achieved through understanding, which is hindered by the categorisation, or stereotyping, that is “used to make sense of the world around us” (Yanow ix).
 
4.3.4 Stereotypes
Stereotypes are “common-sense constructs which are used to handle the complexities of social life as such” (Berting and Villain-Gandossi 44). All of the respondents, from both the secondary and primary data, showed that either they had been the subject of stereotyping or had stereotyped others around them. Even though stereotypes are always present, the responses suggested that they need to be overcome to reach the level of understanding that is needed in order to have open and unbiased communication between people from different cultures and with different linguistic backgrounds. 
	Immigrants who are subject to stereotyping felt uncomfortable and unaccepted by their environment. For example, Favell quotes a German Raimer who feels denounced by his British acquaintances: 
I’d been to a couple of cocktail parties, and they nearly all ended the same way! Everybody asked me questions as if I would have been an entire witness of the war. I felt a little bit exposed. That I could never answer these questions, but that I had to. After a couple of drinks, you can’t make jokes about it… it gives me a sign that we haven’t realized in Germany how much of an issue it still is outside Germany. (139)
This stereotype is concerned with the past of Raimer’s home country and has little to do with him personally. However, the stereotypes are a determiner in the way Raimer is received by the host culture and affect his acclimatisation process. Favell says that “stereotyping keeps foreign Europeans in their place”, meaning that it is hard to move away from the perceived ideas that others have of a immigrant or his, or her, native culture (140). Nour, a French woman living in London, is classified by here colleagues as “very snobbish”. However, she thinks this is more because of her French accent than the fact that she dresses herself in a “self-styled classic” fashion (149). Favell provides, by quoting Nour, another example to prove that the negative associations of cultural aspects, that can indeed be evoked by speaking with a certain accent, can hinder a person in his or her contact and communication with the other.
It is possible through reaching a high level of linguistic know-how to remove the stereotypes since the accent no longer marks him or her as an outsider. Favell quotes British David who says:
people who don’t know I’m English don’t know that I’m not Dutch. They might hear something strange and wonder what strange corner of Holland I come from. But they wouldn’t realize that I’m not Dutch. In any case, the one identity doesn’t cancel out the other … That requires a very high level of know-how and linguistic competence to allow yourself the freedom to decide yourself. (Favell 14)
When an immigrant moves into the new culture he or she becomes subject of culture-bound stereotypes and is classified by the environment. Language use and accents will evoke these associations and are to be considered if the language learner wishes to move away from these culture-bound notions. For the language learner, this places the emphasis on acquiring a specific variety of a language. However, the integration process and language learning becomes even more complicated since the new host society also has many different subcultures where people are subcategorised on a national scale.

4.3.5 Subcultures
The term ‘cultural diversity’ is often used to denote a difference in people’s ethnic backgrounds. However, subcultures within a national culture can also provide a range of different identifications, which can be used to feel accepted by the new environment. The following comments are mostly from people who migrated into the Netherlands and mainly concern the much repeated idea that “people here [in the Netherlands] are more identified by the group they belong to than that their individuality creates (.) or is part of the group” (Respondent 1). Subcultures can offer immigrants an environment with people to identify themselves with on other grounds then a shared national identity. 
	None of the subjects, from neither the researcher’s data nor from Favell’s research, who now live in the Netherlands felt that they were part of a ‘Dutch national collective’; however, they do feel very at home in the Netherlands. David from the United Kingdom remarks that “if they ever say to me are you Dutch? I’d hesitate, but if they ask: ‘are you an Amsterdammer?’ I’d just say ‘yeah’, straight out” (Favell 14). The cultural codes on a national level are harder to decipher than the regional or subcultural codes for the smaller collectives. Learning these less complicated codes can create a sense of belonging on a smaller level which makes the immigrants feel comfortable even though they “have never really felt Dutch” (Respondent 4).
	Most of the subjects who had moved to the Netherlands had “joined something” to gain access to the new cultural environment (Great Expatations). The Netherlands has the reputation of being an open community and Colenbrander allows Canadian Ria to speak for herself when she says
the Dutch think that they are open, but they are not, not at all. It is a pretty insular community, you really have to prove yourself, but once you break through that wall, which can take a while, but then it is very welcoming. I feel quite accepted, even though I don’t speak Dutch, but I joined a society and I have made friends for life. (Great Expatations).
This quotation shows that, even without language, Ria was able to find a way to integrate in the Netherlands on a subcultural level. 
	Favell confirms the view provided by Colenbrander, and emphasises the importance of the subcultures when he quotes Spanish Carlos. This example shows that by moving into a new country the immigrant can also be forced by the host culture to choose a national classification.
The first thing your neighbours do is check your car, and which company you work for – then they have already classified you, where you belong to. We went for dinner and they are asking, ‘Which newspaper do you read? Which radio station do you listen to?’ It’s after dinner, and I answer – not Radio 4 [the serious BBC news program], which in fact I do – but Magic Radio [a trashy London pop channel]. Everybody laughed. Then I realize that the question was not that one. They were asking about my politics… (Favell 142)
Here, Carlos’ British table-companions aim to find out where he can be placed within the national culture.
	There were considerable correspondences between the various sources of data; all of the sources suggested that subcultures provide a smaller level of identification within the national host culture and can facilitate the process of integration. Access to these collectives, national and subcultural, is partly granted by the gatekeepers, or the members, of that particular group who decide who is allowed into their ‘inner circle’. Language can be used as a means of exclusion to exclude people who are not allowed in, and to make sure they remain outside the barriers. 

4.3.6 Language Excludes
Language is often used to measure how high someone is upon the cultural ladder; a high proficiency can indicate that the speaker also has sufficient cultural knowledge. Members of the host culture can encourage language learners to use the native language to stimulate their proficiency. However, language can also function as a mechanism of exclusion, keeping foreigners out of the inner circle of the collective.
	Favell refers to the effect of the mechanism as the “spell of language” which can confound foreign conversational partners. Favell’s idea is confirmed by Respondent 5 from the researcher’s data; his example shows a very conscious and deliberate exclusion from the conversation:
there are, and I feel terribly rude to say this, (2) but there a:re Dutch people who use the fact that they can speak English as a ºput downº. (.) They will talk- and insist on talking English, and suddenly (.) they will talk Dutch with someone else. (1) And then they are in a position of power. (0.5) I love sitting in cafes and watch people, especially mixed couples [from different nationalities]. And there was this couple, a black African woman, and a Dutch guy, who was CLEARLY her chap (.) and it was just unbalanced. She didn’t speak Dutch and he was on the phone- and it was about nothing, but she didn’t understand a WORD he was saying (.) and she was completely shut out. (2.5) I still meet Dutch people, who as soon as they realise that I can speak Dutch (2) I mean (0.5) when I am with, for example [an English speaking colleague], and there are also Dutch people taking part in the conversation and then my friend leaves and I am left alone with, them and they realise that I speak good Dutch (2) they are disappointed and they are not interested any more (3) And I think (1.5) this is because they can no longer exert that power.
The respondent feels uncomfortable talking about the subject of deliberate exclusion; which can be seen by the use of the apologetic ‘terribly rude to say this’ and the long pauses between the sentence components. Possibly, the hesitation was a result of the Dutch nationality of the interviewer; this is an example of an “unconsciously communicated” element and an unintentional consequence as described by Oppenheimer (31-2). He clearly links the behaviour of the native speakers to power abuse; an attempt to keep the inner group free of ‘intruders’. This behaviour is possibly rude in the eyes of a native speaker of English, a language that also spoken by many people who speak it as a second, or foreign language. Dutch, on the other hand, is a language predominantly spoken by people from the Netherlands, and the Flemish part of Belgium and has little DSL and DFL speakers (Ethnologue Report for Dutch). Therefore, native speakers might be more cautious of who they allow to participate in their everyday communication. Respondent 5 is not alone in this observation; Favell found the same was true for his interviewees and he concluded that
the Dutch have long mastered a double game with English and their own language, that endures that fluency in the former – that is fully functional, open, and automatic across much of Dutch society – while preserving an inner world of Dutch communication – to which it is extraordinarily difficult for foreigners to get access. (Favell 145)
Favell gathered from his interviewees experiences, in correspondence with Respondent 5’s observation, that the Dutch have a way of “imposing English on all situations as soon as it is possible”. However, he does not think that it is a matter of being polite:
it’s horrible. When you speak a little Dutch, but they hear you have an accent, they feel threatened because they understand that you understand something … And then they become very very bitchy about you becoming some kind of spy on them. They don’t feel comfortable with the idea. Normally, they master things. (Favell 145)





This practical study has been concerned with discussing the various elements of integration, and personal experiences in the acquisition processes of both language and culture. Even though the original research that provided the primary data was set up with a different aim, the interviews were still considered to be suitable for the analysis which they have been used for. However, it would be preferable to use material that is obtained through conducting interviews that are specifically set up to match the hypothesis. In addition, a contextual framework for the researchers own data was provided by the data from the secondary sources.




This study has attempted to focus on the objections raised and questions asked in the theoretical section about Agar’s languaculture theory, using a different form. 
	The examples in the ‘Culture; not Language’ Section separate ‘culture’ and ‘language’ since competence in the latter does not necessarily imply competence in the former. The subjects’ statements showed that it is possible for the perception of identity to change when the immigrant migrates. Consequently, language learners should bear in mind that broadening their horizons might result in a feeling of loss of identity since they can feel less accepted by, or become more critical of, their own native national collective. This is an argument against Agar’s languaculture theory since Agar claims that moving languacultures always implies positive changes. The role of the host culture is very important since their cooperation is needed in order to acquire both language and culture. However, in a languaculture the pressure lies on the shoulders of the immigrant to adapt and make the effort, where, as the WRR suggested in Chapter 3, cooperation between ‘us’ and ‘them’ is needed for acceptance of the immigrants by the host culture. The ‘Stereotypes’ Section features examples concerning the effects of associations evoked by speaking an accent or a different variety of a language. The excerpts showed that these associations prevent immigrants from being adopted by the host culture and can also lead to communication between an L1 and an L2 speaker with an uneven power-balance. From the Section ‘Subcultures’ it can be concluded that subcultures can bestow a sense of ‘belonging’ on the immigrant, who may not feel ‘Dutch’ but can feel ‘Amsterdams’. The immigrant as a language learner is concerned with the importance of language as a requirement for membership of those subcultures, and which language(s), and with the way that language, or those languages, are used. It becomes clear that it is important to speak the language of the Other when it is used as a mechanism of exclusion. The native speakers can exclude ‘foreigners’ from specific discourses through the utilisation of a language in which they are not proficient. For the language learner this entails that, if power is exerted over a group of non-speakers, the non-speakers might be able to restore this balance by becoming proficient in the language as well (Maier 7).








This study was written around the topics of ‘language’, ‘culture’, ‘identity’ and their mutual correlation. Yet, at the same time, these very terms made this an interesting but difficult project. Their mutual correlation, how deeply they are intertwined is, firstly, almost impossible to measure and establish and, secondly, can vary across cultures, subcultures, and between individuals. However, an effort was made to clarify the implications that would, and do, arise from fusing the concepts of language and culture as they are seen in the current literature on the topics and the views of the ‘freemovers’. It is easy to become lost in the various uses and representations of the terms, which underscores the complexity of their relationship. 
	Agar’s Language Shock was chosen as the basis for this study since Agar himself came to languaculture after reading various important and influential works on especially the topic of language, and his suggestions can have significant influences upon the way language acquisition can be approached. However, the backing up of his claims was mainly done by incorporating his own personal cultural experiences and it lacked critical reflection upon the disadvantages of using languaculture. Therefore, it was particularly interesting to question his conclusions and the validity of his claims in relation to language acquisition.
The choice of method for this study on languaculture, the combination of a literary study and a practical research, was a chosen for its similarities to Agar’s approach, in the way that this research incorporates various different theories.
It proved necessary to start this research from a broad perspective since the subject of this study is very comprehensive. In this case, the researcher started her practical research with the primary data, instead of getting to the material through a pre set-up strategy. Nonetheless, through this approach the researcher made an attempt to stay as close to the material as possible and also tried to use information on the personal feelings of some of the respondents that might not have been obtained by asking different questions, or using a different strategy. Where Agar mainly used his own personal experiences, this research draws on a number of different experiences, which, although not sufficient to make an epoch-making study, can be considered to reflect the views of certain European immigrants who left their native-speaker environment. 
All the statements made by the subjects in Chapter 4 are all personal thoughts and opinions; therefore it cannot be said that they are simply ‘true’ or ‘false’. This study aims to bring these different opinions together to provide the reader with a view on languaculture by those who have personally experienced these processes. Furthermore, it was difficult to establish whether an argument is ‘irregular’ or ‘unusual’ due to the small number of interviewees, and the fact that the secondary data had already been selected by the author of Eurostars and Eurocities and the director of Great Expatations. This study aims to provide a basis for further research on the subject of languaculture since it has raised many different points of critique which should each be explored separately in more detail in further research. 
It is important for the reader to remember that the nationality of the researcher is Dutch and she has viewed the literature and the data from this, also Western European, point of view. It was aimed to maintain a neutral and objective view during this study, however, there might have been assumptions or connections made that can be the result of this point of view. Furthermore, during the interviews the respondents might have phrased their thoughts differently since they might have thought their opinions of the Dutch, the Dutch culture, or the Dutch language offensive to the researcher.
One of the most interesting results from Chapter 4 might be the statements of Respondent 5 and a few of Favell’s subjects on the topic of language as a mechanism of exclusion by some Dutch people to exclude foreigners from the conversation. This phenomenon can be explored from different starting points in order to find out whether this is a stereotype of the Dutch shared by foreigners, or it is also recognized by Dutch people as well. It would be interesting to test these claims by focusing on the possible Dutch motivation for doing so, and to explore in more detail what this means for learners of Dutch as a second and a foreign language. Another option would be looking at other cultures and languages to see if this is a phenomenon that is experienced on a wider scale. 
Furthermore, it is interesting to notice that the two respondents who have been in the Netherlands the longest are much more critical of their native ‘British collective’ than their British colleagues who have been in the Netherlands for less than five years. The latter are much more critical of the Dutch society in an uncompromising way, such as describing the presumed Dutch fondness for consensus as “boring” and preferring the “feisty” English way of “questioning the system” and “kicking up the stink a bit more” (Respondent 1). Respondent 3 also criticises the Dutch consensus system and is especially annoyed by the slowness of the system “I am communicating with ALL these people via Email, […] the function, of which, I cannot understand (.) APART, from to make a MESS of things”. His agitation clearly shows in the emphasis he places on words that he feels stress the ridiculousness of the situation, especially the words ‘cannot’ and ‘mess’ illustrate his uncompromising attitude. He does think that “Holland gives the impression of being mo:re (0.5) democratic” and is a safer environment for workers since “it is good for not getting rid of people”, “in Britain you are more likely to be (0.5) stripped away” but he prefers it that way; “Britain is better, because it is more efficient” (Respondent 2). Respondent 4’s comments show recognition of the behaviour of Respondent 1 and 2, it is to them that he refers to when he says that “some people, (0.5) who came here from the UK, have become more English than when they were in England, (1) everything British is (0.5) automatically better, all of a sudden”. He has become more “critical of England”, and although the Dutch are “very bureaucratic indeed, […] they are also very open about difficult issues and the British can’t do that, (2) even when they think they do, they really, °really° don’t, […] they complain but don’t solve [problems]” (Respondent 4). Once again, referring to his native culture as ‘they’ indicates his removal from the British collective, and it should be pointed out that his statement concurs with the behaviour of Respondents 1 and 3 who complain about the Dutch system and show their cynicism. At the same time Respondent 4 seems to hesitate to speak ill of the British since he whispers the second ‘really’. This analysis can be used as an example to suggest that moving away from the home culture can encourage people to “draw on [the] history of shared communicative conventions” and that one might need to spent a considerable time in the new host culture to appreciate the changes (Roberts 117). It would be interesting to do more research on the role that time plays the process of becoming familiar with a culture in combination with being proficient in the language of the host culture. 





This study comprises two sections, and aims to contribute to the existing body of literature on language, culture and motivation for and the process of language acquisition.
The section which focussed on the different theoretical objections to a languaculture theory. These findings underscored the importance of the problems of definition, normative problems and practical problems that together teach the language learner, and the host culture to be aware of regarding language as a concept inextricably linked to (a particular) culture. 
	The personal experiences in the practical research, although concerned with European immigrants, showed that languaculture entails several implications for immigrants and language learners in general. 
This study started with the hypothesis that questioned the validity of Agar’s languaculture-theory with regard to its relation to language acquisition, and show that to fuse language and culture would have negative implications for language learners.
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I: Do you recognise this situation?
R: (0) Not in anyway that stands out from anywhere else I have been. (0) This is about bureaucracy and the nature of bureaucracy is not something I would pin down to the Dutch. Especially not after having lived in India where stamps seem to be the key to existence. 
But, that scenario, put into a different context (.) the unwillingness from people at the front, (.) being a pain and preventing you from achieving what you want to achieve, ye::s I have had that. But, that is not so much within this organisation. That was at a pharmacy, (.) and I think that my language caused it. Since, as you know, I don’t speak Dutch, or at least not in any way that would be helpful to, err, any one for that matter. (.) And, tell me if I’m talking too much.
I: ((laughs)) Don’t worry, I was aware of this danger when I asked you for your cooperation, so fire away, (0) I still have three hours left on this recording device.
R: ((laughs)), well in that case, shall I make us a cup of tea?
I: ((laughs))Ah, how nice and English.





I: Do you recognise this situation?
R: No. (0) But the English are far more feisty, we will question the system, kicking up the stink a bit more. (0) Ma::ybe that is because I am English. But here is that consensus (0) consensusness, that seems a little bit ºboringº to me, and always necessary (0) and a waste of time. (0) It is very inclusive (0) but I think this is a result of the labour market not being deregulated(0) because people are protected here and human rights are much more looked out for than in England (0) where you either swim or sink. 

I: has living in the Netherlands changed your behaviour in certain situations? 
R: I think so (0) but very subtly (0) in a way that is not that obvious to me. ((deep breath)) I don’t know (0) I thi::nk I have learned to take things less personal. People here can be a bit ºdismissiveº, but if you want to get something done you should push back with the same strength as the people have dismissed you with (0) but that still feels very unnatural to me (0) but it does work. 
I: But is there not a possibility that this is a stereotype (.) and not necessarily an experience?
R: (0)No (0) I have experienced it on numerous occasions (.) to go out of stereotype into experience and therefore validate it by my own experience. Bu::- but I wouldn’t say everybody was like that at all. (0) But there is a certain unused-to-ness (.) here about random interaction I feel amongst people <that seems to take the Dutch by surprise> whereas in other countries (0) when you say ‘hello’ to them they say ‘hello’ back(0) And here they are quite possessive of their friends. I’m used to a (0) mo:re fluid way of interacting with people(0) but maybe that’s just me. I feel that people here are more identified by the group they belong to than that their individuality creates (.) or is part of the group. I’m always pretty easy with making new friends but the Dutch are a bit ºhesitantº, maybe it’s the language thing ((shrugs)) I don’t know. (0)Yes (0) maybe.
Bu:t- then again (0) I’ve never before felt (.) to this extent that I was on the side line (.) rather than taking part in social events or happenings which only involved natives. 

I: And differences in procedures at work- anything that springs to mind (.) that would never happen in Britain? 












I: Do you recognise this situation?
Yes. I recognise this scenario.

I: Would you classify this as typically Dutch? 
Yes, quite. 

I: In what way does this behaviour differ from the behaviour of people in Britain in a similar situation?
R: (0) Err. (0) That is an extre::mely complex question (0) <because (0) my mind has just gone of in several different tangents how I could explain this> and caveats I could attach to this(0) bu(t) I have worked in only one organisation and I don’t know whether it is this one organisation that has this problem. But (0) there is an attitude certainly within this department (.) no certainly within this organisation and some departments of ↓not my problem, ↓not my remit. And I’ve had it from several different departments (.) when I’ve been paying freelancers. (0) ↓basically (.) the payments have been bounced back (0) because there was something wrong with the bank in India (0) and the payments came back. Normally- I fill out the form and then the secretary hands it to personnel, who ever accounts, they authorise the payments. But the payments came back, but >no one thought to tell me that they’d been bounced back< and this happened for mo:re than two months, and that was just unwillingness to sort this out. And it turned out quite ºembarrassingº because we ended up owing these freelancers about ºtwo and a half thousandº euros, which is a significant amount of money. This was quite a few packages- (0) everything that they had done for us for six months. (0) Err and they were incredibly polite (0)- as Indians tend to be(.) about the whole thing. (0)Bu(t) yeah (0) I really had to light a fire under a couple of people to get the whole thing done.
(0) But you asked me about the difference. (0) ((deep breath)) when I worked at the BBC (0) there was a lot of bureaucracy (.) a lot of paperwork in that organisation as well. But maybe that was because I had better personal relationships with different people in different departments and people said ‘well(.) >speak to this and this person< and then you can ge- ’round this idea’. (0) So maybe it’s just that it’s like this in this organisation. (0) ºIº don’t know Dutch people that well. 

I: Which way do you find preferable. (.)  and can you see the use for all the paperwork and people who might tend to delegate their work rather than to get on with it?
R: (0) Hmm okay. Now I appreciate the need for paperwork, but, BU(T), there is a star()ling lack of communication given the quantity of paper that seems to be (p)ushed about form department to department. Some basic things, well, we have a language department. You get better stories if we spoke to the Indonesian department directly, but somehow that linkup doesn’t seem to be happening here. So somehow we need to communicate more. (0) But yeah, less paperwork would be great.

I: Has the Dutch way of acting affected your behaviour?
R: I have become a little more assertive, (0) but I’m also still very British. I will apologise about 15 times ↑sorry, sorry, sorry. But, I suppose, as my Dutch gets better, although it’s still very bad, but I get used to it, I get better at dealing with computer support now. Because now I’ll be blunt back to the woman now when she is rude to me. Well, what I consider to be rude anyway. But she seems to respond to that better than to apologies! which I think, just irritated her. ↑sorry sorry, but sorry doesn’t seem to work over here.

I: Do you think that this behaviour, in this situation would work well in your native culture?
R: No. (0) It’s the bluntness, although (0) it has it’s benefits, but it’s irritating to other nationalities. I think that you have to be roundabout in certain ways. I was talking to an American who seemed to love the Dutch ‘I see it, I say it’ rather than this British ‘go around the houses’ and subtly hint towards it. So it’s, >certainly within a media environment< maybe more useful to do it, err, the Dutch way. 
And in news back at BBC people-. (0) There was certainly no ‘going around the houses’. People were just incredibly rude to each other (.) all the time. But news was a different beast, I was doing features so, ºluckilyº, I had little to do with that type. And I graduated as towards what I felt more [comfortable with.] 
I: [I can] imagine BBC news being a bit- (0) yes (.) well, hectic.





I: Do you recognise this situation?
R: We:ll that has happened here, so that’s a ↑yes. ((laughs)) 

I: (‘kay) Would you classify this as typically Dutch? 
R: <I don’t know>, I don’t know enough about the working of the works council and everything to classify this as a particular- Dutch thing. I felt there was a similar- there were similar situations at the BBC <and it was dealt with in exactly the same way> by management in both organisations. Management came up with a new decision and the workers didn’t like it. (0) The management brought us in for a rather patronising meeting, with ↓don’t worry you’re gonna love it↓. And the workers, we were like ‘no we ↓won’t for X, Y and Z’, then they were like- (0) Well, what they did here- they tried to change the working hours, (0) to shave hours of people’s pay packets. (0) And a similar thing happened at the BBC (0)  where they changed people’s job titles and downgraded a bunch of people, so that they could pay them less for doing the same ↑job. And a lot of people got quite- (0) pissed [off.]
I: [Why] would they change the job titles?
R: We(ll)- (0) they thought (.) if they could introduce this new halfway house, someone who is half in between a researcher and a producer, they technic’ly do much more, because they do the produ:cing and the we:b stuff as well and then, because they are not quite a producer you can pay them- (0) I don’t know, three grant less or so. And there was just this ↑’Oh no, it’s gona to be ↑wonderful’ (.) you know, >we have got to change with the time< basically ,classic management bollocks speak. Blue skies thinking, ↑‘we have to mutate or die’. It was ridiculous. So yeah (0) and there are supposed to be procedures in place to represent people. And, I don’t know, there are a lot of people who seemed to be ºscaredº of mentioning things, they will have a good moan to me abou(t) it. But when it comes to actually mentioning it to the workers council, >or what ever they are called< it gets all pushed under the carpet a bit. 
I: Is that here in Holland? Or in Britain?
R: Here in Holland. (0) Or, well, in this organisation. (0) It’s odd.
I: So, concluding from that you can say that there is not that much difference between Britain and the Netherlands. (0) Or the BBC and Radio Netherlands?
R: I have seen a lot of similarities really with <idiotic middle management>. (0) Err, imposing bad decisions withou-, (0) well they may be good for the financial benefit of the company, but they are certainly less good for the workers. And people being devocal (.) and maybe scared of formally mentioning things (.) bu(t) very vocal when it comes to informally mentioning how annoyed they are. 
I: Again-, is it possible to assign that behaviour to a particular nationality (0) Dutch (0) or British?










I: Do you recognise this situation?
No, Not directly.

I: Well- (0) the Dutch seem to be talented bureaucrats (0) can you think of an example here [within RNW.]
R: [A::h bureaucracy]. Yes, let me see. (0) Yes, A::h. ((laughs)) Yes, this is a good one, ((laughs)) very good one. When, on my programme, now, when we have travel plans. If one of us needs to go abroad to cover a story. We need to book flights and a hotel, typically. The best person to do that, because they understand their exact needs, is the person who is doing↑ the travelling↑. Understandably, you need a couple of signatures to okay that plan >and the costs and the need for it and everything<. Signature from Andy, and maybe someone else in the project. (0) ↑But ↓No, you can’t do that. It’s (s)omebody else’s job to book your travel. So you have this constant backwards and forwards between the person who is actually doing the travelling and the person who is organising the travel (.) here in the building, who is somewhere quite remote (.) about three floors away (.) who doesn’t know anything about yourself, (0) or [the programme- ]
I: [Or where exactly] you need [to go-]
[YEAH!] Or wha() you’re doing! (0) So there is one possible level of break down there.
The communication can go wrong (.) and it has gone wrong, which it has done for me recently, with exactly this. (0) But not only is it that, (0) there is an extra (0) she, this person who is organising MY [travel]=
I: [((laughs))] 
R: =then has to GO to a travel agent in Hilversum, who then actually [BOOKS the travel!=]
I: [((laughs))]
R: =[So, this person] here in the building, >who I don’t even meet, in fact, there are more people I need to speak to but I am communicating with ALL these people via Email, like a middle person you need to speak to, to get to the person you want, the function, of which, I cannot understand (.) APART, from to make a MESS of things<=
I: [(( laughs))] 
R: [=because, the communication] has been broken down so completely-. The last time I tried to book (.) now, I’m going to Scotland this weekend to cover the Edinburgh festival, and it turned into a complete mess, that that generated a lot more work, because I had to >‘No, that’s not what I wanted, you’ve booked that ticket? You’re kidding me! I Don’t what that ticket! How much does it cost? You’re kidding! No! Cancel it. You can’t cancel it!’< And, backwards and forwards, backwards and forwards, like that. And, because we have a deal ↓apparently=
I: ((gives the respondent a look which says ‘I don’t understand))
R: =the deal, all the business, your business goes to them, it removes competition, it makes everyone kind of sluggish, not very, (0) err, imaginative.
I: [Yeah..]
R: [Very] Dutch, I think, having the deal thing. The middle management? I’m sure other countries have that. Bu(t), I have to say, Holland is worse than any other place where I have been. (0) Besides India maybe. I don’t know.
I: Here at Radio Netherlands, there are so many ma:nagers and pla:nners.
R: I know! It has been pointed out! It’s unbelievable.

I: So, how does it differ from a situation in Britain?
R: Well, first. When I went to India, they have a system to create as many jobs as possible, no matter how (p)ointless they are, just create as many jobs as possible so that everyone has got a job and that way society functions a lot better, everybody has a ↑role, everybody pays ↓tax. And I kind of agree with that (.) up to a point. In Britain you are more likely to be (0.5) stripped away (0) to be sacked. So it makes everybody’s life more volatile. On the one hand Britain is better, because it is more efficient, these days. It didn’t used to be, but these days it is. Bu(t) (0) err, on the other hand Holland is good for havin- (0) for not getting rid of people.

I: Has the Dutch way of acting in your scenario had an effect on your behaviour?
R: (0)yeah (0) I don’t know. My behaviour (0) <It’s a bit of both really>, I’m tryin- (0) I’ve complained ‘this is crazy’. (0) but-. (0) Wait, when you’re faced with bureaucracy you think ‘well, I’m not gonna beat the system. I have to work within it to get this thing done.’ So you’re first reaction is ‘Ra:::h, >get it done, do it, why this way<” but if you do it efficiently and then you back down and do it their way, because it is the only way to do it.
I: Do you think this aspect of Dutch culture or society would work well in Britain?




I: Same questions. Do you recognise this kind of scenario?
R: Yes. Definitely.

I: Would you classify this as typically Dutch?
R: What? Writing an open letter to the management? 
I: Yes, for everyone to read. I mean (0) it’s not likely to happen in Japan.
R: ((laughs)) No, no. Well (0) yeah, (0) I suppose it is quite Dutch. The English way is to just bitch. The English way is that the management will, very, ↑very openly, just say ‘well if you don’t like i(t) (0) you can leave’. (.) Which again, ‘s the American model isn’t it? (0) Yeah, in Holland, (0) writing an open letter (0) Yeah, Holland gives the impression of being mo:re (0.5) democratic (0) and there is a form of discussion and the management will give you the idea that there is a form of discussion, while actually it <i(hi)s> a done deal. They just want to give you the ↑idea that you’re being involved in the decision making [process].
I: [so: (0) that] everyone can have the feeling that they’ve had, like some form of [input]. 
R: [yeah] like, ‘well, you were ↑there, you ↑were partly responsible, we ↑did consult you, di:d you: raise your issues at the time? Well you ↑did but, me:h well, nobody listened to them, or not really.

I: So how exactly does it differ from a British situation? Can you elaborate a bit more on that.
R: Well (0) there is discussion in Britain, but more in the form of like <bitching> and <complaining> to each other- (0) the workers on the ground floor that is. To management it will just be smiles, there is no: open channel of communication between the high and low jobs. You know. Whereas here- the gap appears, to be much narrower, whether it is in fact narrower (0) I’m not too sure. But it appears to be. Holland in that sense seems and feels like a more egalitarian (0) even society. 

I: Which way then do you find more preferable? 
R: Which way of working? It’s funny. (0) I think (0) [Err]
I: [The bitching and] moaning can create a nice collective atmosphere among employees.
R: (0) ((small laugh)) Yeah, it [does]. 
I: [but it] might not be that beneficial for a good contact with management.
R: Hmmm, hard one. I suppose, idealistically the Dutch system seems better, but personally (0) you know because it has the ethos of being <interactive and (0) communication> with your staff, you know, that seems to be the structure of it. But in a way, I think I prefer, personally, the English way of knowing exactly where you are. Err, and I like the fact that in Britain if somebody is shit you can get (r)id of them, and in Holland you c(h)an’t. That creates an enormous burden on the rest of the team, or event or the rest of the company. So,(0) although it’s much more cut through in England, it’s more straightforward and easier to understand why things are being done. 
I: You mean that in Holland there are a lot of unwritten rules and it works the way it does, (0) but no one really knows why. 
R: Yeah. Because you’re all trying to keep each other happy all the time by agreeing and talking. 

I: (‘kay) Has the Dutch way of acting in this situation affected on your behaviour? 
R: I don’t think so. (0) I’m trying to compare, (0) I’ve been here fi:ve years, and stra:ngely enough I can’t remember what my behaviour was before this. ((laughs))
I: ((Laughs))
R: ((Laughs)) I really don’t know. I don’t think so.
I: (0) So the idea of you openly criticising the management is improbable.
R: Openly? No. I was quite (0) there is that organisation here, within the company, you kno:w that ↓union which is <not really a union> but supposed to be one. The one that represents <workers rights>. That’s extre:mely Dutch, it represents, or <says>, our rights but it doesn’t really have any power to enforce. (0) These days, that’s a very positive thing, relative to the rest of Europe, well >only France has very powerful unions that can bring the country to a standstill if they want to<. But Britain (0) it’s unions have been kneecapped by Thatcher in the eighties, so they don’t have really have very much power at all. Especially white collar workers like us. So that’s what surprised me most when it happened, a year or so ago, when management decided to change our working pattern from nine hour shifts to eight our shifts. And there was huge resistance, no one wanted to scale them down, because that meant that most people would have to work ↑5 days as opposed to 4 days, or (0) take a pay cut. That was management way to squeeze the most out of everyone, <work the capacity>. And I remember (0) that the union came ’round us all and said ‘well what reasons do you have that you don’t want this’ you know, in a very <reasonable> Dutch way. ‘if you’ve got good reasons to object to this plan, tell us, we’ll formula(te) it into an argument and we’ll go and tell them that we object.’ But what power they have to actually stop it? ↓Not very much. (0) They managed to delay it. (0) They delayed it. There is maybe a possibility to negotiate it down a little bit, but actually (0) in the end, in this case, management go(t) exactly what they wanted. A few months later, 6 or 9 or so, but here the workers council delayed it, and that [was it]. 
I: [But now] the management could say that everyone had their say, or the opportunity.
R: [Yes!] Exactly! In the letter to the personnel it said that after <lo:ng mo:nths of nego:tiating an agree:ment> had been reached. Bollocks, only because they looked at the petition and ignored the objections. But I was very, very surprised by how the whole process evolved. (0) But in reality I think the same happens as every where else, the people with the power, the bosses with the hands on the purse strings do what they want, and you can’t really complain about that, ↓>unless you are going to complain about the whole capitalist system< people with the money make the decisions, that’s just the way it works. And there is nothing wrong with that. But the Dutch like the idea that they have a say in everything. 

I: Do you think that the Dutch way of dealing with this would work well in Britain?









I: Do you recognise this situation?
R: Yes, I do recognise it. But then at the same time I would recognise it at most places I was in (0) in the UK, and here in Holland. I: thi:nk the Dutch are more likely to (0) spontaneously pass you on, and not care so much about the troubles you’re having, or the inconvenience it might cause you. Your problems, no matter if you would reveal them, wouldn’t sink in. Dutch are not likely to go ‘↑oh, I’ll do my very best to help you’. (0) They are more entrenched. I’ve had in England as well (0) but less (0) it’s not specifically Dutch. (0) I’d say.
I: (0) This scenario targets Dutch bureaucracy, I’ve learned, or I’ve read, that the Dutch are supposed to be quite bureau[cratic]
R: [A:::hh] Yes, well that is very, very true. Excuse me, I wasn’t aware that it was about the procedure. (0) O:h, yes, very bureaucratic indeed, if you miss one stamp, or piece of paper you might as well no(t) exist over here. (0) And another thing- (0) they are very dogmatic over here, very strict ‘you c(h)annot go any further’ full stop, there is no possible way. Whereas, in other countries there could be another possibility, because they can see what your predicament is, and that you’re caught between the devil and the deep blue sea. Radio Netherlands is definitely no(t) the most efficient, but it’s not the worst I’ve seen. (0) Well it’s getting worse. It didn’t used to be like that. What they have done is, they have brought in more layers, and management has brought in more layers as well. There are more papers that need to be signed now than when I first came here 10 years ago, which is ↑interesting in a time when big cuts are made. (0) It’s becoming more Anglo-Saxon in a way, management here now has the feeling that it’s becoming too fat and that they have to slice it down, so that it becomes more lean. And they have done that with the workforce (0) there are less producers now. But funnily enough they have brought in more managers and more layers you have to go through to get something done. And that’s from our perspective comple:tely bonkers. 

I: So: how is that different from Britain?
R: It has been so long since I’ve been there, and I feel that I have become more (0) Dutchified with the result that I am much more ºcriticalº of the British society when I go back. Maybe that’s the advantage of living abroad (0) because you do become much more critical, and see the flaws. (0) Bu(t) I can also say the same about here in the Netherlands, <I belong, but I don’t belong either> (0) so I can be critical of it. But I can also appreciate it, I appreciate it very much. I think it does a lot of things ºbetter here than in Englandº. 
I: (0) Can you name an example.
R: (0) I think the Dutch society is a much more modern society. They are also very open about difficult issues and the British can’t do that, (2) even when they think they do, they really, °really° don’t, The British are like that any way (0) they complain but don’t solve- I remember that even in small groups we were never as straightforward as the Dutch, <we bend and swerve> because we think it is the polite thing to do. What you do from a British perspective is that it is engrained in you to think about the ºgoodº points and then ºpossiblyº, perhaps in the end you could, maybe, insert some criticism, but you always have to bring in other aspects. (0) But I am diverging. (0) I think, England is probably just as bureaucratic but (0) perhaps more <willing to bend>. I think that the red tape is still there, on a large scale, especially the big organisations are top heavy. The problems are universal. In this digital age, you can never talk directly to someone with the problems you might have. You phone someone up, and you are put on a waiting list, and often you are then told that they can’t help you. But >I’m not convinced that it is completely and entirely Dutch<.

I: Have you been influenced by the way the Dutch handle those situations here?
R: (0) Hmm, no, maybe I have become a bit more aggressive, and more persistent. I’m not set out to beat the system, but now, if it strikes me, I strike back.

I: (Aha) Do you think this kind of bureaucratic behaviour, would it work in Britain.





I: Do you recognise this situation?
R: ↑Yes. In fact it has happened. And I think here it’s more part of the working culture. If you can do it, you <are expected> to do it. People here are, ↓supposedly, been given a say in aspects of they way the working environment works, who is to be emplo:yed and what the structu:re is. At every stage they have been consulted, if you feel that something is not right (.) there is almost an obligation to say something. And it has happened many times. But it is also happening more and more due to thi:s layering and each layer wants to make an impact, even though they haven’t much experience. For example (0) these are people with ºbig egosº and they don’t have the right to change things dramatically, and it completely disrupts things. From a radio perspective it means that it’s not good radio. (0) Yeah, It’s what I don’t get. It’s ºve:ryº frustrating that this management level, and only because they have had a ↑good reputation somewhere else they can come in on a very high level and make all these important decisions! (0) But at the same time (0) you can be critical of the management here. (0) It doesn’t mean that your opinion matters, but you can express it, if you want to. (0) But for management there are ↓different rules, they seem to be ABOVE everything, they can come in at top level without anyone from down the ladder being consulted whether we find it a good idea, and if we would w↑ant to listen to this person. And funnily enough that does make it e:ven more important to make our voice heard and to do things like that. (.) And I would do it as well (0) maybe in an English environment as well, b↑u(t) I’d feel less supported. But I’ve- I- (.) if I was very grieved I would do it. (0) The hierarchy is there, and (I) don’t mean to disrespect it but I feel the need to be critical. But it’s strang- (0) strange-, (0) whe:n I first came here; I felt tha-, (0) yeah, that we were all one. 
I: (0) So what changed?
R: When Joop Daalmeijer came. (0) I think, he just shouted and that was it. And although they like to make you belie::ve that they take notice of your opinion, I don’t ºthi:nkº they do. Not really. 
I: What does this mean for the term ‘polder model’?
R: ((laughs)) It’s a farce! (.) they will go through with it anyway. But it’s a shame, we are the ones with the cold face! >We are the one making programmes, we are the ones that effectively do the job<. And we don’t need (.) what we see as (.) an interference, and such a constant interference. With Joop Daalmeijer, people here, (0) we felt that it was almost Stalinist, there was no sense of ºaºddress, no sense that (0) Errr. What (0) Then it was really bad with the signatures, because it had to go to Joop Daalmeijer. ((laughs)) If you needed a battery for your equipment. We::ll, ((laughs)) It’s a slight exaggeration (0) but you felt there were camera’s ev’rywhere, there was not sense of trust, (.) or faith. And it came from that there we a lot of people in the English department ↓who have now gone, that were using Radio Netherlands as a (0) sinecure, (0) they were stealing, basically. Taking the . And there was an atmosphere where they knew they could ge(t) away with it. And then it was, that the English department was seen as rather arrogant, it wasn’t, but that was the perception. (0) I still very much regret. I think in time, we’ll move back to the middle. Yeah (0) The English department was seen as quite arrogant since we didn’t really mingle with the other departments. (1) Most of us didn’t speak Dutch, but I don’t believe that was the issue. (1.0) Now I even dream in Dutch, and still (2) I don’t know, I never (2) No, I’ve never really felt Dutch. 


I: Okay. (.) to go back to the Dutch consensus structure. How is that- it  different from the British way of, like,  decision making?
R: Hmm. All the meetings here, everyone talks and talks and talks and eventually decisions are made but I think that all the talking ju- just (0) muddies the water. 
That’s a paradox in Dutch society. That you- you’re very outspoken and want to get to the point. But you also want to have, err, all the meetings and so, actually your point is diluted and diluted. 

I: Which way do you prefer, the Br- ((coughs)) sorry, the British way or the Dutch way.
R: Hmmm (0) that’s a hard one. The-, hmm, you: know, these things don’t stand on their own. They are like part of a complex process. I don’t like the fact that a lot of time seems to be taken up by all the meetings, but, >at the same time< it does seem to have that- an effect. So, yeah, you know, I’d say the Dutch way.

I: Since you’ve been here, living in the Netherlands, has your behaviour changed? 
R: (0) I don’t kno:w, it’s difficult to say that, really. ((laughs)) You might need to ask someone who knew me before and after. But I would go with ‘↓no’.=
I: [Yeah?] 
R: [=We’re] both North European countries. But, then, (0) in a one to one relationship there(’s) a hu::ge cultural difference. >On a wider scale<, they are very similar, but (3) on a personal level there is a hu::ge cultural difference. They are nothing alike and even-, even now I speak good Dutch (2) well, (1) well enough anyway, there are still parts of that culture (1) which I will never fully experience. (0) I think the Dutch can be very belittling, in a relationship, (0) and they can comment on everything. (0) Whereas British are either too polite, or I don’t know, leave the other person to be who he is. ((shrugs)) But, maybe-, but I don’t think I should go too much into personal details here. (.) But the English society has the reputation for being so: polite but I think, the new generation (0) they are really no(t) a(t) all. It’s deteriorating very quickly. I was brought up to be very polite. I don’t do it deliberately but it has become part of my nature, that’s just the way I do things, I say ‘plea::se’ and ‘thank you’, I open doo:rs for people. And some do think it’s quaint. (.) And rather pathetic. I see it as a way of society bonding. But now it’s disintegrating, and it ups↑ets me, but at the sa:me time I think ‘well, I don’t live in this country’. (0) >Coming back to your question< ‘have I changed’, I will now actually answer with ‘yes’, I am more critical of England but I h↑aven’t changed in manners that much, and I may have become more liberal. And not just because it’s the Netherlands, but thats what living away from home did to me, it made me more appreciative of other things. I know that some people, (0.5) who came here from the UK, have become more English than when they were in England, (1) everything British is (0.5) automatically better, all of a sudden. They really stress their Britishness. Otherwise they feel all at sea. (4) But I am rather different. I belong, but I don’t belong either (2) It feels like I don’t have an identity anymore. (1.5) I don’t really identify myself with either or. I am very English in the way I behave (2) but in my head I am not. (3) So what does that make me? European? I don’t know. (2) I couldn’t tell you what, to me, it means to be English now, (1) because I don’t want to be English anymore. (1) I am happy with this mixture of both (.) it’s an eye-opener. The Netherlands is a great country, and of course this society has its faults, (.) it’s not a perfect society. But seeing the limited resources the Dutch have and what they have done with it, and looking at all the parameters of what makes a good society I think, (0) I would be tempted to say, that it’s one of the greatest countries in the w↑orld, (0) and I mean that quite seriously.
I: Wow.
R: No, I’m serious abou- about that, comparing it to other countries with the sa:me size and the sa:me population. It’s remarkable.
I: What you said about the differences on a, on a  personal level, could this also occur on a business level?
R: ((smiles)) Funny that you ask that, really, (0) because I was just thinking (.) Dutch people, when I say that they comment on everything. An English person would think of at least 10 different outcomes of what he or she is about to say, and that’s also the case in business, they would not speak up as easily as the Dutch. Dutch people don’t go through that list.

I: Do you think that this openness would work in the UK? 
R: I would very much like it to. And then we would be able to look ahead, towards the future. We would be able to make some long term decisions. Talking in ↑all openness about what threatens the British society as a whole is something they need. And politics wise- (0) the consensus model is what the British need. Two parties. Either this or that, which is politics of conflict and confrontation.
I: I read somewhere that an expat said that the Dutch rather avoid conflict, they prefer to talk than end up shouting.










I: Do you recognise this situation?
R: No, I don’t.

I: Okay (0) Er, would you classify this as typically Dutch? 
R: (0) Well I think- (0) er, in general, but that might not necessarily be a Dutch thing, but I think the longer and organisation exists, the more (0) top heavy it gets. The more the bureaucracy creates jobs for itself. Err, and so: (0) you get people, (0) you know, unnecessary bureaucracy that only irritates people, (0) and is, <in the end>, not very productive. (0) And I think that is (0) what exists here. But, ((draws a very deep breath)) see, the trouble is (0) I:: have lived here now for thirty years, this is my experience and I have been here for so long, ((laughs)) you know, since my twenties. And if I have to think ‘what is it like in England?’ and (0) I don’t really know. Things were different then, thirty years ago, bu(t) things were here very different thirty years ago. 

I: Well in that case. (.) Did you change your behaviour in certain situations when you came here? 
R: (Oh yes) ºvery muchº so. I didn’t notice it was happening, but I realised it when I went back to London. (0) ((laughs)) (0) For example, (0) when I asked directions on the street I noticed they took a little step back, they felt a little bit affronted. And I realised >that it was a process in a sense<, (0) that when I was here, and asked for directions in the English way. That is, <approaching someone quite cautiously>, and saying something like ‘excuse me, I’m t↑erribly sorry to b↑other you, but would it be p↑ossibly the case, if I go d↓own here ↑I will get to Dam square?’ [((laughs))] =
I: ((laughs))




I: Well, (0) do you recognise this situation?
R: Er, you mean, when people from down the ladder criticise the people higher up that ladder? 
I: Yes, you could call it that.
R: Ah, Yes, yes, indeed.

I: Would you classify this as typically Dutch? 
R: Well, there is the problem that I never worked for a big company back in the UK. (0) Hmm, ((coughs)) I would have thought that, (0) well, as far as I know anyway, that people are equally challenging of authority. (0) But, <maybe not directly>. No, I think, from what my daughter tells me that they complain a lot to each other. ((laughs)) almost like gossiping, the person concerned is generally the last person to find out. ((laughs)) (0) But, then again, [that does also happen here].
I: [((laughs))] would you then describe the Dutch and British society as fairly similar.
R: ((laughs)) No! It’s strange but if you phrase it like that (0) than I there is only one possible answer, and that is ‘↓no’. The older I get, the more I think that people are far more different than they would like to believe. There are very big differences between the people here in the Netherlands. But thats ma:ybe more on a (0) social level. (0) Do you want me: (0) to elaborate on that? 
I: (Er) Yes, please continue.
R: Very well. Er- ((laughs)) you’re asking quite a lot of me. (0) Well, I think that, in a funny way, although there is an attitude of, er, openness, or the Dutch think they are open. (0.9) But it’s much harder to break into the little circles here. And, I don’t think it has- has anything to do with the language, because I speak very good Dutch now. Once you are inside a group there is this really strong group mentality. In England I find it vastly easier to make casual contact with people, (.) er, which is something I really like. (0) Hmm, then again, in the south of England that is [not the case.]
I: [I felt] (0) I felt that when I was in the UK- I felt that people acted a bit funny if I just walked up to them and introduced myself. Whereas, when a friend or a fellow student introduced me it was absolutely fine.
R: No! I have to disagree so strongly with you there.
I: Really?
R: Yes, >so, so strongly<. I think you are very (.) very wrong here.
But, coming here, to Hilversum from Amsterdam on a train, I find it almost a bit ºdepressingº. And I almost sense a ↑hint of ºaggressionº, and I very ra:rely see people striking up a conversation. And I kno:w that in the London tube it’s exactly the same, not better a(t) all. But in the train in the North of England it happens all the time. That must be money thing (0) in areas where people are well off, or c↓omfortably off, there are much less likely to get in conversation with people because they think ‘what does he want? why is he talking to me?’. And in poorer areas that is much easier, because people are much mo:re open. 

I: Are there aspects from the Dutch society that you would like to bring into the British culture. (0) Which would be, like, an asset. 
R: (0) Hmm, good question. (0) <You’re setting me thinking> about a certain kind of <Englishness> that I find very ºirritatingº, and hypocritical in a way. It’s a kind of suburban narrowness of mind. This, generally, <doesn’t> >exist so much here<. British people are often ↓downright condescending towards others, whether they’re younger, or >come from a differently cultural background<, they are always watched with suspicion. But it’s hard to explain this properly, it’s mo:re a feeling. (0) Okay, wait, you were talking about Radio Netherlands. (0) Well, the thing is- I think- I guess, The way of the English department at the m↑oment within the whole company, I think we are seen as ºarrogantº, this kind of like, (0) have you heard this?
I: No, but I am interested!
R: [((laughs))]
I: [((laughs))] Well (3.0) I thi:nk (1) that the people in the English department are generally quite isolated. Because so many people haven’t been here that long, (.) or are just lazy, and they don’t speak very good Dutch. So, they tend to mix more with others in the department. Whether, (1.5) I believe, (1.5) that in the rest of the company the contacts are more cross, (1) all around. (1.5) You could put it down to an English characteristic. Or, well (1) that English is such a lingua franca in the world (.) that many people find it unnecessary to learn an additional language. Most of the people that work here live in Amsterdam and they don’t really need to speak Dutch (.) and the Dutch like to speak English, (1) they really want to. 
But when you think of all the situations where that doesn’t apply, (1) for example (.) if you go to a party where almost everyone is Dutch, do you expect them to speak English? Or joining in a conversation that is awful! (1) But, it’s easy to be lazy. (3.0) And in the thirty years I’ve been here I notice that >as soon as Dutch people notice I am English< they sw↑itch, and I have to be quite firm (0) Yes, thats also a curious thing (0) wait (0) this is something strange. There are, and I feels terribly rude to say this, (2.0) but there a:re Dutch people who use the fact that they can speak English as a ºput downº. (.) They will talk- and insist on talking English, and suddenly (.) they will talk Dutch with someone else. (1) And then they are in a position of power. (0.5) I love sitting in cafes and watch people, especially mixed couples. And there was this couple, a black African woman, and a Dutch guy, who was CLEARLY her chap (.) and it was just unbalanced. She didn’t speak Dutch and he was on the phone- and it was about nothing, but she didn’t understand a WORD he was saying (.) and she was completely shut out. (2.5) I still meet Dutch people, who as soon as they realise that I can speak Dutch (2) I mean (0.5) when I am with, for example [an English speaking colleague], and there are also Dutch people taking part in the conversation and then my friend leaves and I am left alone with, them and they realise that I speak good Dutch (2.0) they are disappointed and they are not interested any more (3.0) And I think (1.5) this is because they can no longer exert that power.
I: (0) Wow, thats interesting. (0)
R: We:ll (0) it doensn’t happen all the time. (0) I think it’s because you hear Dutch people saying ↑‘ah Dutch won’t exist in a few years time’ it’s quite sn↑obbish, to think that English would be h↑igher up the social ladder (.) To prefer English to your own language, that is just sad. (0) Language is something that people can quite often use-
I: and abuse?






Rough outline of the questions for the semi-structured interview.

Age									….
Length of stay in the Netherlands					….
How many years have you been working here at RNW		…?







































^1	  Zarate refers to foreigners when using the term ‘the Other’, whereas Roberts uses the same term to refer to one’s conversational partner. In this context Roberts’ object of reference is favoured over that of Zarate. 
^2	  Translation mine
^3	  Translation mine
^4	  The effects and complications of language-adoption under pressure of physical power are, due to an unnatural and involuntary process of acquisition, omitted in this line of argument.
^5	  Habitus: Aristotelian term used by Bourdieu to denote characteristics of a particular collective.
^6	  Herder can be seen as the torch bearer for the languaculture-theory, though he did not label his theory as such.
^7	  Translation mine
